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Claims 23-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

The method as recited is merely a flow chart of an idea to operate a processor. The steps 
as recited in the claim combination are not actually performed by the processor such that a 
meaningful result is achieved. 

Further, method claim 23 recites a register file as one of the method steps in the claim 
combination. A claim must be included in one and only one of the four statutory classes of 
invention. Hybrid claims are not permitted. Ex parte Lyell, 17 USPQ 2nd 1548 (BD. PA&I. 
1990). In addition, all dependent claims must be of the same type of claim as the parent. 

In response to the rejection, applicants relies on one single argument to overcome the 
rejction, namely "--method claims are not subject to rejection solely on the ground that they 
define the inherent function of the disclosed apparatus". It is not seen how that argument is 
applicable to the rejection. Applicants fail to provide any supporting arguments as to how each of 
the steps falls into that category. Applicants fail to provide any arguments as to why the method 
as recited is not a flow chart of an idea to operate a processor. Applicants fail to point out at 
where the specification discloses how each of the method steps is carry out by the apparatus. 
Applicants fail to further point out what meanigful result is achieved from the steps. It is not clear 
what the method steps as a whole try to accomplish. 
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The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1 and 3-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yung. 

Yung discloses a system having a plurality of processors and a global register which is 
shared by the processors. Each of the processors further includes its own local register which can 
be accessed by the associated processor only. The only difference is that Figure 2 of Yung shows 
a global register represented by a single rectangular box whereas the claims recite a plurality of 
segments. It is the position of the Examiner that whether register files are physically/logically 
divided/combined is not a patentable subject matter. Note that the accessability of the register files 
by the functional units is the same in both inventions. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yung in view of 
Nashimoto. 

Yung discloses claim combination set forth above. Although Yung's processor is of 

A 

multiple functional units type, it is not clear whether his instrucitons are VLIW. VLIW instruction 
is well known in the art. Nishimoto shows in Figure 1 a processing system having a local register 
(line 64, col 5), in Figure 2 a processing system having a global register (line 35, col 7). Both 
systems use VLIW instructions. From the teaching of Nishimoto, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to use VLIW instructions such that more control signals can be 
generated. 
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Claims 1-29 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-22 of copending Application No. 
09/204,479 in view of Yung (5,592,679). 

Details of the rejection have already been set forth in the last Office action. The details are 
incorporated herein by reference thereto. 

In the communication filed on April 4, 2001, applicants contended that Yung does not 
disclose a register file which is divided into a plurality of register file segments which is 
partitioned into a global register and a local register. The Examiner disagrees. As pointed out in 
the last Office action, Figure 2 of Yung clearly shows a plurality of local registers 24nd (n=l-n) 
each of which is associated with a functional unit (execution pipe) and a global register file (290). 
Similar to applicants' claimed apparatus, ones of the local register can only be accessed by ones 
of the associated execution unit and the global global register is accessable by all the functional 
units. Applicants appears to contend that their Figure 6 shows four separate rectangular boxes 
labeled as global register files whereas the global register shown in Figure 2 of Yung is 
represented by a single rectangular box. Firstly, it appears that the four register segments (610- 
616) shown in Figure 6 is actually a single register file 600. The register files are logically divided 
and not physically divided. Secondly, it is the position of the Examiner that whether register files 
are physically/logically divided/combined is not a patentable subject matter. Note that the 
accessability of the register files by the functional units is the same in both inventions. 
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Applicants further contended that the Examiner did not give reasons for combining the 
two references. The Examiner's response can be found on page 3 of the Office action mailed 
1/3/2001. The Examiner's reasons for combining can be found on pages 2-3 of the Office action 
mailed on 7/19/2000. Note that claim 2 merely further identify what type of processor the register 
segments are implemented on. Claim 2 does not further recite the functional units or the register 
files. There is no fiinctinal relationship reicted between the register files and the VLIW 
instructions. In other words, as far as the claims are concern, VLIW instructions and the register 
fiels are not required each other for operation. There is no reasons recited in the claims why 
VLIW instrucitons and register files as recited have to be together. 

In line 3 of page 8 of the communication, applicans stated that "the claimed invention 
includes a single centralized register file". The fact is , the claims recite register file segments and 
not certralized file. Further, as stated by the Examiner above, how actuially the register file is 
implemented is a matter of design choice and is nto a patentable subject matter. 

In the same paragraph, applicants appears to contend that the Examiner can not use Yung 
because it is classified in class 712, subclass 23 and the definition of which does not match 
applicants' invention. There is no rules or laws to prevent the Examiner to use any of the 
references in any of the classes in the PTO classficaiton system or any other classfication systems. 

Applicant fail to identfy any patentable difference between the the references and the 
claims. Applicants' argument is not persuasive. 
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